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In today's American society one of the most perplexing social prob¬
lems is that of juvenile delinquency. Presently, we find that* (1)
juvenile delinquency is increasing at an alarming rate; (2) the types
and techniques of offenses are much more serious; (3) it is no longer
restricted to urban populations, and (4) it is no longer confined to the
young of low socio-economic status.^
It is quite paradoxical that in a world of poverty and rigid social
structure that the highest rate of antisocial behavior on the part of the
young is found in what is considered the most affluent and free society
2
of any times in history, in the United States.
Federal Bureau of Investigation figures reveal that of all the persons
arrested in 1965 (not counting traffic offenders) about 30 per cent were
under 21 years of age, and about 20 per cent were under 18 years of age.
The arrest rate for persons 15 through 17 was the highest and the next
highest was for persons 18 through 20. These figures were not matched for
the same period by any other country in the world.^
Manuel Lopez-Ray, "Present Approaches to the Problem of Delinquents,"
Federal Probation. XXIII (June, 1959), 2, 25.
^Ibid.
■»
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. (Washington, D. C.:
Government Printing Office, 1967), pp. 55-89.
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Hypothesis.*- Community Based Corrections for Juvenile Delinquents
is just as or more effective than traditional methods of treatment at
considerably less cost to the tax payer.
Statement of purpose.— The purpose of this study is to add to the
body of knowledge that is relative to community based corrections for
juvenile delinquents. It is an attempt to illustrate that community based
treatment is in fact feasible, if used on a broader scale than is presently
employed and significantly more economical than the present method of
isolated institutions for incarceration. It is hoped that from this
study recommendations for future programming will emerge.
Scope and limitation of the study.— This study will be limited to
those data which are already compiled on community based corrections for
juvenile delinquents as this researcher does not possess the findings for
a more comprehensive analysis of the program, and is further limited by
time factors that negate an in-depth research attempt.
Any generalizations and conclusions will be structured relative to
the community based programs in the state of Georgia primarily with some
incidental references to other attempts. Due to the fact that there is a
rather limited amount of material available on this subject, references
and related literature will be composed of a relatively small number of
publications. The references will consist of those surveys, papers, and
reports found in professional journals and periodicals, and on personal
experience and involvement.
Statement of problem.— In recent years it has been discovered by
those directly involved in the field of juvenile corrections that there
exists a very definite need for a new and more effective method of treat¬
ment of youth adjudicated as delinquent. Most of the authorities in the
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field agree that the traditional methods of treating this problem have
been highly ineffective. The utilization of traditional treatment methods
in juvenile delinquency have been probation, institutionalization, and
parole (aftercare). These programs, in general, are based primarily on
precedent, hunch, or in some cases prejudice. Unfortunately, the average
juvenile delinquent after being exposed to traditional programs reverts,
more often than not, to either the antisocial behavior or in many cases
to more sophisticated patterns of criminal activity.^ Quite often, the
problem which originally caused the delinquent act is ignored in the
treatment process and the child is returned to the same turmoil that he
escaped from to begin with. The dominant factor here is that the problems
of these children in trouble can not be dealt with effectively because
these traditional programs are in most instances given treatment responsi*
bility with little consideration given to adequate space and staff.
This condition, more than any other, has prompted interested workers
in the juvenile corrections field to seek new ways of treating this problem
with the limitations imposed that would ultimately result in the child
benefiting from the program and motivated to a more socially acceptable
life pattern. This quest for a new method of treatment has lead this
researcher to the following conclusion: As juvenile delinquency is indeed
a social problem and as it occurs at the community level, one might con¬
clude that it is the result of conflict between the child and some
2
individual and/or social phenomenon in his immediate environment.
Georgia Department of Human Resources, Report on Recidivism.
Report No. 1, (1972).
2 . .
This is a conclusion drawn from the opinions of several researchers
who have investigated the problem of juvenile delinquency; Ivan Nye,
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It would not seem logical to the author that removing the child from his
environment for a varying period of time and then returning him to that
environment without having come to grips with a problem which in all
likelihood still exists. It would seem to make much more sense to work
with the child in that part of his life space in which the problem or
problems could be alleviated or solved at best, or at least understood by
the child in such a way that he could cope with it. This researcher
recognizes that community treatment is not the complete answer as some
crimes or psychological factors require institutionalization. This,
however, is the exception rather than the rule.
The state of Georgia is presently operating a limited number of com¬
munity based treatment or rehabilitation facilities for juveniles wi th a
reasonable degree of success. These facilities, however, have not been
in operation for a sufficient length of time to substantiate concrete
empirical conclusions. This researcher feels, however, that their very
existence points up the obvious fact that community based facilities are
feasible. Therefore, the task of this inquiry will be: (l) to add to the
knowledge of the reader relative to community based treatment facilities;
(2) to illustrate that these facilities are economical and accepted by
the community in which they are located; (3) to determine insofar as
possible their effectiveness and limitations, and (4) on the basis of the
findings and analysis, recommend future directions for programs of this
type.
Family Relationships and Delinquent Behavior (New York, 1958), p. 4; Sheldon
Glueck and Eleanor Glueck, Problems of Delinquency (Cambridge, Mass.,
1959), pp. 74-86; Joseph Roucek, Juveiile Delinquency (New York, 1955),
pp. 77-79; Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay, Juvenile Delinquency and Urban
Areas (Chicago, 1942), pp. 440-441, 446.
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Data and methodology.— This study will primarily be accomplished by
a survey of available literature concerning community based treatment for
juveniles with the principle focus on treatment after the fact of adjudi¬
cation rather than programs dealing with prevention. The prevention aspect
of treatment in this study will concern itself with whether or not a child
commits a subsequent act of delinquency, the primary act being previously
established.
As juvenile delinquency has never been universally defined, it will
be operationally defined in this study as a child under the age of 18 years
who has been adjudicated as delinquent by a court of law established to
make this determination. Community treatment will be operationally defined
as a treatment center established in the adjudicated delinquent's own
community where he lives, and where the court of jurisdiction determines
as his home, where incarceration is not involved, and where limitations
of movement are determined as only a part of the treatment process.
The data utilized in this inquiry will be gathered from published
reports and evaluations of community programs operated by the Georgia
Department of Human Resources, by researching literature such as periodi¬
cals and professional journals. We will also evaluate some institutional
reports relative to cost, recidivism rate, etc., in comparison to those
of community treatment facilities. We will not attempt to secure new
statistics relative to the study, but we will make some inferences on the
basis of those already in existence.
Related literature.— As far as this researcher can ascertain, there
are very few studies that are like this one. But there are a limited
number of studies which deal with the concept of community based corrections.
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The major differences between this study and other studies is the prin¬
ciple focus of the study. The studies that will be presented in most
instances will have reference to community based corrections from an
overall point of view. However, all of them deal specifically with the
concept of community based corrections, whereas this study deals with
community based corrections for juvenile delinquents.
Eleanor Harlow, J. Robert Weber, and Leslie T. Wilkins did a mono¬
graph for the National Institute of Mental Health which dealt with
community based corrections in a broad prospective. They used the state
of California's programs as the focus of their study. The monograph in
its entirety not only relates to the present study, but it even supports
the goals of the present study. The researcher concluded that since
severe penalties do not deter more effectively, since prisons do not
rehabilitate, and since the criminal justice system is inconsistent and
has little quantitative impact on crime, the best rehabilitative possi¬
bilities would appear to be in the community.^
Warden John 0. Case prepared an article entitled "'Doing Time' in
the Community in which he advocated the involvement of the community in
the corrections process. This article is related to the present study
in the sense that it does treat the concept of community based corrections
and it again points up the need for corrections to utilize the resources
that are available in the community.^
Handel 1 did a paper on the feasibility of making corrections a
^Eleanor Harlow, J. Robert Weber, and Leslie T, Wilkins, "Community
Based Correctional Programs," N.I.M.H. Monograph Series (Washington, D.C.,
1971).
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John D. Case, "'Doing Time' in the Community," Federal Probation,
XXXI (March, 1967), 9-17.
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comnunity based agency. It relates specifically to the present study in
that he stresses the importance of correctional institutions being able
to utilize community resources to accomplish rehabilitative goals. The
author also promotes the idea of making corrections a member of those
agencies that we normally refer to as community service agencies.^
Gardner prepared a study in which he examined the possibilities of
correctional agents and institutions utilizing community resources as
tools. He contends that all correctional problems stem from and return
to the community. Therefore, it clearly follows that community resources
have potential utility as correctional tools. Gardner's study is related
to this study in the sense that his contentions coincide with the belief
that juvenile delinquency occurs at the community level. It is further
related in that he propounds the idea of utilizing community resources for
2
correctional ends.
Macpherson prepared a study in which he used two fictional areas to
demonstrate the effects that a sound community relations program can have
relative to gaining community interest in corrections. Macpherson's study
is related to this study in that he succeeds in illustrating that communi¬
ties that are infonned relative to community based corrections are receptive
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to same.
Bertram S, Griggs and Gary R. McCune in their survey and analysis of
^Wallace Mandell, "Making Correction a Community Agency," Crime and
Delinquency. XVII (July, 1971/, 281-288.
2
Eugene J. Gardner, "Community Resources—Tools for the Correctional
Agent," Crime and Delinquency. IX (January, 1973)» 54-60.
^David P. Macpherson, "Corrections and the Community," Federal Pro¬
bation. XXXVI (June, 1972), 3-7.
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conmunity based corrections looked at the overall picture of community
based corrections. Rather than to make any conclusions, the researchers
recommended the following: Before any firm conclusions can be drawn
regarding the effect of community based corrections on reducing reci¬
divism, or other criteria of success, considerably more research will be
required. It is related to the present study in that it advocates the
further study of community based corrections.^
^Bertram S. Griggs and Gary R. McCune, "Community Based Correctional
Programs: A Survey and Analysis," Federal Probation. XXXVI (June, 1972),
7-13.
CHAPTER II
AN INNOVATION IN JUVENILE CORRECTIONS
This chapter presents the developmental aspects of community based
corrections In this state. We w111 take a look at the origin, the struc¬
ture and organization and the various types of community based programs
presently in operation.
The origin of community based corrections In Georgia.— The origin
of community based corrections for juveniles in this state can be attri¬
buted to the following occurrences. It was finally realized by the
administrators of the Division of Children and Youth that there must be
some more effective and less costly means of treating the problem of
juvenile delinquency other than Institutionalization. There had been for
a number of years a movement among the more progressive employees and
administrators to Initiate some type of program which would successfully
serve the purpose of rehabilitation for the juvenile offender. This move¬
ment to secure community based corrections for the state of Georgia began
back In 1963. This was about the same time that the general public became
knowledgeable of the community based programs In California. Unfortu¬
nately, efforts did not actually get underway until 1971. Finally, at
the second session of the 1971 General Assembly a proposal was presented
to the body relative to the creation of community based corrections for
juveniles. The proposal was accepted and the assembly appropriated
9
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$250,000 for use as matching funds to obtain federal funds. The Legisla¬
ture approved the community based corrections proposal in lieu of a
$2.5 million security institution for juveniles. The rationale behind
the Legislature's acceptance of the community based corrections proposal
over the already approved security institution was one based purely on
cost and not a genuine interest in the increasing of the efficiency of
the state's juvenile corrections agencies. It was against this backdrop
that community based corrections was born (hereafter referred to as
Special Projects).
Structure and organization of Special Projects.— Special Projects
utilized the programs in existence in California and other states as
models by which to formulate their organization. Special Projects were
created with the following excerpt from the President's Commission on Law
Enforcement Task Force Report as their guiding philosophy. The general
underlying premise for the new direction in corrections is that crime and
delinquency are symptoms of failures and disorganization of the conrounity
as well as of individual offenders. In particular these failures are seen
as depriving offenders of contact with the institutions that are basically
responsible for assuring the development of law-abiding conduct. The task
of corrections, therefore, includes building or rebuilding solid ties
between the offenders and the community, integrating or reintegrating the
offender into community 1ife—restoring family ties, obtaining employment
and education, securing in a larger sense a place for the offender in the
routine functioning of society. This requires not only efforts directed
toward changing the individual offender, which has been almost the
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exclusive focus on rehabilitation but also mobilization and change its
institution.^
With this philosophy in mind. Special Projects became a viable part
of Youth Services, the Unit of the Division of Children and Youth of the
Department of Human Resources charged with the rendering of services to
the children of this state.
Special Projects at the present time consists of three (3) types of
community treatment programs. They are as follows: (I) Day Centers; (2)
Community Treatment Centers; and (3) the Group Home Units. These programs
are strategically located in the areas of this state that have the highest
occurrences of delinquency.
Day Centers.— The Day Center program utilized the following community
based treatment model as an alternative to the institutionalization of the
committed juvenile offender.
There are four (4) Day Centers operational in Georgia; three (3) are
located in the metropolitan area of Atlanta, and one (1) is located in
Savannah. These locations were determined by the large number of commit¬
ments from these areas. Fulton, DeKalb, and Chatham counties committed
more than 400 juvenile offenders in 1971 or approximately 25% of the total
commitments.^
The Day Center program is designed primarily for the male offender
between the ages of 12 and 15. Once the child has been committed to the
^President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Adninistrati on of Jus¬
tice, Task Force Report: Correction, (Washington, D. C.: Government
Printing Office, 19o7), p. 7.
^Joseph C. Ard, Jr., and Max L. Brand, "An Effort Toward the Com¬
munity Based Placement and Treatment of Juvenile Offenders" (Unpublished
Grant Proposal, Georgia Department of Human Resources, 1972), p. 2.
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Department by juvenile court judge, each commitment is screened to deter¬
mine acceptibility for the program. The retarded, multiple serious
offenders, and the assaultive youngster are screened out as possible
students. Each boy accepted is usually behind his normal grade placement
in school, but has normal intelligence to pursue an academically oriented
1
program.
Additionally, the child must have a home or residence in the general
vicinity of the Day Center. It is also desirable that the committing
judge concur with the plans to place the child in a community based pro¬
gram. However, this is not required, for once a child is committed to
the Department, the decision relative to his care and rehabilitation is
completely out of the hands of the committing judge.
Depending upon the individual juvenile court judges and the case, a
juvenile may be given a pre-placement hearing at which time a contractual
agreement will be signed between the child, the parents, the court, and the
Day Center program representative. The conditions of these contracts in
most instances are the same, they require the following: That the child
2
attend school and that there is parental involvement and cooperation.
Should the conditions of the contract be broken by the child, he will,
upon the recommendation of the Center director, be removed from the program.
Here again, depending upon the judge or the case, a child may face another
hearing and can be placed in a youth development center for not adhering
to the terms of the contract.^ The child can also legally be sent to a
^Ibid.
2School in this case does not refer to regular academic school but
rather to the daily classes held at the Day Center.
^By virtue of the fact that this contract is duely explained and agreed
upon by all parties concerned in a court of law, it thereby becomes a leqal
document.
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youth development center without another hearing.
The Day Centers primarily deal with individuals whose delinquent
behavior emanates from difficulties relative to academic school. The
program offers a four-pronged approach to treatment; individualized educa¬
tion, guidance and counseling, recreational therapy, and cultural enrich¬
ment. Each child has an individualized educational program based on his
individual needs. This task is accomplished through tests given each
child upon his acceptance into the program, when available community
volunteers are utilized as tutors. The recreational program is designed
to be utilized as a therapeutic tool. Guidance and counseling are pro¬
vided as needs arise to avoid the child's feeling that he is being forced
into the counseling situation. The program employs individual as well as
group counseling both with the child as well as his family. Cultural
enrichment is that portion of the program which attempts to broaden the
cultural horizons of the child. The majority of these children are from
lower socio-economic groups and have thereby been culturally isolated most
of their lives. The cultural enrichment facet of the program is also an
effort to motivate the child to feel more a part of the community and to
encourage him to be proud of his community and work toward its betterment.
Each Day Center operates with a staff of seven (7)! A director, an
assistant director, two (2) academic teachers, a typist, and a community
worker. The director and assistant director positions are currently filled
by professionally trained educators, social workers, and psychologists.
It is preferred that the director be an individual trained in psychology
and that his assistant be a professional educator. The academic teacher
is certified to teach the behaviorally disordered child. The recreational
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leader is responsible for planning and executing a therapeutic program
of recreation. It is preferred that this individual is a professionally
trained physical education teacher, however, experience can be substituted
for education in this case. The community worker is charged with inter¬
preting the program to the community and he is involved with the counseling
of the families of the clients. The treatment approach in the Day Center
program is one of team effort, with all staff members contributing to the
treatment process.^
The Group Homes.— The Group Home is in the general sense a community
based treatment facility. However, it does not conform to our present
operational definition of community based treatment. This is true due to
the fact that the group homes do not actually serve as an alternative to
institutionalization and they are not in most instances located in the
child's home county. The group homes actually serve two purposes; they
serve as an alternative to institutionalization for those individua-ls who
it is felt that cannot benefit from institutional programs and who have
been proven to be involved in delinquent behavior due to lack of proper
parental guidance; it also serves as a means of gradually reintegrating
youth who have been in institutions back into the community. The latter is
the primary purpose of the group home.
Nevertheless, we will list a few important facts relative to the group
homes. There are five (5) group homes presently operational in the state.
There are two (2) homes for boys located in Augusta, two (2) for girls
located in the Atlanta area, and one (1) for boys in Gainesville. The
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maximum of children that these homes can serve at any given time has been
set at forty (40); in extreme cases the number can be expanded to fifty
(50). This is true due to the fact that these children must remain in
the homes for as long as necessary. The children residing in the group
homes are provided with food, clothing, and when necessary they are pro¬
vided with a weekly allowance.
The group homes are staffed by trained child care attendants and each
has a trained social work staff. Aside from participation in the program
structured by the staff, the children in these homes are involved in aca¬
demic or vocational training in the community where the group home is
located. Social and cultural needs are also provided by the community.
The Community Treatment Center.— The Community Treatment Centers,
the final type of community treatment facility that this state operates,
utilizes the following model as an alternative to institutionalization.
There are nine (9) Community Treatment Centers operational in Georgia.
The locations of these centers are determined by the occurrence of juvenile
delinquency in a particular area. The nine (9) Community Treatment Centers
are located in the following counties: Colquitt, Thomas, Upson, DeKalb,
Fulton, Hall, Spalding, Coweta, and Muscogee. The Centers that are located
in these counties, not only serve those counties but surrounding counties
and cities as wel1.
The Community Treatment Centers are designed to provide rehabilitative
services to those delinquent youths who are participating in the normal
community routine. These services are along the lines of an intensive
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nature in that the workers in this program must stand ready to provide
assistance to the child at any time, day or night, and in whatever area
his needs may be. At present these Centers can serve approximately 250
youths and could possibly acconmodate an additional 25 if the need arises.
When a child is recommended for this program he must undergo the
following process: Upon recommendation a copy of the commitment order
is forwarded to the community unit supervisor in that particular area for
screening purposes. The youths are then evaluated and screened relative
to the following criteria:
a. must have an acceptable place to reside in the community,
b. must not be psychotic,
c. must not be a multiple, serious offender.
To decide the youth's acceptability, the following is done:
a. an interview with youth,
b. an interview with the parents,
c. an interview with the youth's probation counselor, and
d. any other appropriate community agencies or persons
who may be able to provide relative information.'
If the evaluation is favorable for the youth to be placed into the Com¬
munity Treatment Center, then the committing judge's concurrence is
requested. Again the writer would like to state that the concurrence of
the judge is not actually required. It is done more as an act of courtesy
than anything else. If at any point during the screening process it is
decided to reject a youth, notification is made to all interested parties,
so that the youth may be assigned to the appropriate youth development
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center. This screening process takes approximately ten (lO) days once
it is initiated. The portion of the screening process which concerns the
court is the same as in the screening process of the Day Centers.
The Community Treatment Centers are geared to basically serve older
youths (ages 16-17 and infrequently 19) through the use of existing com¬
munity resources. In actuality these Centers are social services broker¬
ages.^ The individuals in this program are usually involved in academic
or vocational training programs, and many are employed in their respective
communities.
Each Community Treatment Center operates with a staff of fourteen
(14): A community unit supervisor; seven (7) court services workers; five
(5) community workers, and a typist. The community unit supervisor's
position is filled by an individual who holds a graduate degree in the
behavioral sciences with at least two (2) years of related experience or
an individual who has at least four (4) years of related experience. The
court services worker positions are filled by individuals who hold a
bachelor's degree in the behavioral sciences or a related field and who
has at least one (1) year of related experience. The community workers
positions are filled by individuals who are indigenous to the area in which
the Centers are located.
It is the responsibility of the community unit supervisor to oversee
the activities of the staff and to serve as an in-residence consultant to
the court services workers and community workers in the performance of
social services brokerage is an agency whose staff provides only
basic counseling and services but refers its clients to specialists when
it comes to dealing with complexed and involved problems. For example:
drug problems, education, etc.
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their duties. The court services workers carry a caseload of ten (10)
cases and each connunity worker carries a caseload of from three to five
(3-5) cases. The rationale behind these small caseloads is that it
allows the emphasis to be placed on individualized treatment and planning
for each client.^
The community based corrections programs in this state> although
small, have become a very viable force in rectifying the inadequacies in
the treatment process relative to juvenile delinquency. However, these
few programs also point up the fact that there is a definite need for
more programs which can span the continuum with respect to treatment.
The effectiveness of these programs and the need for new ones will become
apparent to the reader in the subsequent chapter, which will deal with
the actual cost and effectiveness of community based corrections as opposed
to that of institutionalization.
1
Much of the information in the preceding chapter was obtained through
interviews with directors of Special Projects and the respective programs.
A great deal of this information was also obtained by the writer's per¬
sonal experiences with these programs in that he served as staff training
consultant throughout the formulation of these programs.
CHAPTER III
COMPARISON OF COST AND EFFECTIVENESS
This chapter deals with a comparison of the cost and effectiveness
of Special Projects and Institutions for fiscal year 1972. The theory
here is that during this particular fiscal year Special Projects proved
to be just as or more effective as the institutional method of treatment
at considerably less cost to the taxpayer.
Operational cost and effectiveness of Special Projects.■»» Special
Projects as a whole treated a total of 462 juveniles in fiscal year
1972. The overall recidivism rate for that same period of time was
15.7%.^ The total operating cost for Special Projects for fiscal year
1972 amounted to $81,451.40 for all the children served. This figure
does not reflect the cost nor the number of individuals treated in the
Group Home programs since they are not in the truest sense community
based projects. The individual program breakdown is as follows: In fiscal
year 1972, Community Treatment Centers treated a total of 324 youths with
a recidivism rate of 15.8%. The average cost per child was $1,500 or a
'John R. Scanlon, Joseph C. Ard, Jr., and Max L. Brand, "Community
Approaches to Treatment of the Juvenile Offender" (Unpublidled Report,




grand total of $48,600. For the same period of time. Day Center Programs
treated a total of I38 juveniles with a recidivism rate of 18,1%, The
average cost to the taxpayer per child was $2,453 or a grand total of
$32,851.40.^
These two programs account for 462 of the juveniles accepted in
Special Projects for fiscal year 1972. There were fifty-nine (59)
individuals placed in the Group Home program. The aforementioned figures
do not include salaries paid to staff members over this specified period
of time.
Operational cost and effectiveness of institutions.— The state of
Georgia has four (4) institutions which are utilized as treatment facili¬
ties for juvenile delinquents. The facilities are divided in the following
manner: Two (2) for girls which are located at Atlanta and Macon, and two
(2) for boys which are located at Mi 1ledgevi1le and Augusta.
In fiscal year 1972 a total of 1771 juveniles were committed to the
Georgia Department of Human Resources by the juvenile courts of that
2
state. During that same period of time, institutions reported a total of
1451 individuals who were admitted."^ The totals in both of the afore¬
mentioned instances can only be treated as approximate figures due to the
following rationale. When an individual is comnitted to the Department of
Human Resources by a particular juvenile court, he is always counted as a
^Ibid.. p. 7.
2 Information obtained from annual statistical sheet prepared by the
Coordinator of Admissions Office, Georgia Department of Human Resources.
3charl es Ray and Robert Riols, "Annual Report: On Statistics and
Institutions," (Georgia Department of Human Resources, 1972), p, 2.
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conmittal with no indication as to whether he is a new commitment or a
re-commitment. Since youths on aftercare (parole) are often sent back to
institutions for subsequent offenses; it is highly possible for an indi¬
vidual to be counted twice. However, the department attempts to separate
one from the other at the time of admission but this is a highly inade¬
quate process which in a number of instances fails. Nevertheless,
institutions treated these 1451 individuals at an average cost of $5,523
per child or a grand total of $8,013»873* The recidivism rate for that
period of time was 33%»^
Even though the preceding statistics are rather incomplete it can be
logically concluded that community based corrections can be more effective
than traditional institutional approaches. It can also result in less
cost to the taxpayer for treatment purposes with a much lower rate of
recidivism. It is the opinion of this writer that with adequate funding
for expansion, these programs could have a tremendous effect on the prob¬
lem of treating juvenile delinquency in this state.
CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This study is designed against the background of a number of studies
which have suggested that community based corrections can be an effective
treatment approach for juvenile delinquents. The primary purpose of the
research was to illustrate that community based treatment is in fact
feasible, if used on a broader scale than is presently employed and
significantly more economical than the present method of isolated insti¬
tutions for incarceration. In order to limit the study, the investigator
studied only those programs presently in operation in the state of Georgia.
The point of departure for this study is that community based correct¬
ions for juvenile delinquents is just as or more effective than traditional
methods of treatment at considerably less cost to the taxpayer.
Juvenile delinquency is operationally defined in this study as a
child under the age of 18 years who has been adjudicated as delinquent by
a court of law established to make this determination. Community treatment
is operationally defined as a treatment center established in the adjudi¬
cated delinquent's own community where he lives and where the court of
jurisdiction determines as his home, where incarceration is not involved,
and where limitations of movement are determined as only a part of the
treatment process.
This study differs from others in that it is restricted to a specific
22
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state's efforts, and that it utilized previously compiled data completely.
It is also different in that it was done on a program which has been in
operation for only a short period of time; whereas most studies of this
type are of a longitudinal nature.
We conclude the following: Although the project has not been opera¬
tional for a sufficient length of time to draw any definite conclusions,
it is obvious that the units meet the needs for an alternative to
institutionalization in this state. To date, the project is experiencing
a recidivism rate of 15.1% after one (l) year of operation. This is
compared to the rate of 33% for institutional releases after the same
period of time. Should this rate remain constant, the state would realize
a substantial savings. More importantly, it would mean a higher, success¬
ful rehabilitation rate without the stigma of institutionalization.
Presently, the cost per year per child for institutionalization is
averaging $5»523. This is conpared to the average cost in Special Projects
of $1,500. We are of the opinion that if the commitment rates follow the
same pattern that they have in previous years. Special Projects will become
the viable arm of the Department's Youth Services Division.
The findings indicate that community based corrections are indeed
feasible in this state and that they cost considerably less than institu¬
tional treatment facilities. It is also revealed that community treatment
would still cost the state less even if they were expanded to treat the
majority of the committed youths in this state. In general, the findings
of this study are substantiated by projects in other states which Special
Projects were designed from and administered in a like fashion.
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